passage and may also become an additional source of humour and so on. It is therefore safer to talk about certain tendencies or orientations rather than strict demarcations between particular modes of stage utterances. A soliloquy may reveal dialogic features, and may even include occasional asides, expressed directly to the audiences; and vice versa, what seems to be an aside, uttered during ensuing dialogue, may reveal the features of a soliloquy. Some scholars add an interior monologue as yet another distinctive mode of utterance in drama. 4 Thus, what was originally intended to be a soliloquy by the playwright may, in stage practice, lose its specific features and turn out to be a monologue, or a text read out from a book or letter; an aside may appear in places not foreseen by the author, and vice versa, what originally was intended to be an aside may lose its distinctive features. Moreover, speech attributions may be altered, as in a recent production of Hamlet by Monika Pȩcikiewicz (Teatr Polski, Wrocław, 2008) , where it is Ophelia who delivers (for reasons unknown) the "To be or not to be" soliloquy.
Let us observe first that both the soliloquy and the aside are not modes of speech selected out of many possible forms of verbal expression to fulfil specific needs of the figure; on the contrary, they fulfil the needs of the author (playwright and/or director) who makes the selection in order to convey infor mation that otherwise could not be transmitted or would demand much more time than the strict stage time economy would suffer. That means that both are conventions and draw our attention to their conventionality because they are conspicuously different from other modes of speech, such as dialogue, and are not a mimetic imitation of an ordinary human verbal behaviour. In everyday experience we usually do not talk to ourselves (in fact, talking to oneself out loud in public is usually considered a sign of insanity) and do not make verbal asides that our interlocutors cannot hear, not to mention the fact that the addressee of asides is non-existent outside the theatre. It is reasonable therefore to treat both types of utterances as not occurring as a normal verbal behaviour in the fictional world, but as signs of the state of mind, emotions and feelings of the figures and also as signs of authorial "intervention", the intention of which is to provide the spectator with information that is necessary to increase his/her awareness and understanding of the fictional world. It does not mean that the original stage convention could not have been different, and could in fact be a sign of someone talking out loud, so that eavesdropping was possible.
5 However, one of the most important functions of soliloquies is to differentiate the levels of awareness between the stage figures and the spectators, a strategy vital for creating suspense, mystery, for providing insights into a figure's psyche, and so on. The differentiation is possible only when the information provided by the speaker is not known to other figures, and the spectators become intimate witnesses to all sorts of inner confessions. Moreover, the fact that nobody else can hear the soliloquy is a proof of the speech's truthfulness (usually one does not lie to oneself); if on the other hand we treat a soliloquy as an actual speech act,
